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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application, as presently amended and in light of the 
following discussion, is respectfully requested. 

At the outset, Apphcants note with appreciation the courtesy of a personal interview 
extended by Examiners Thomas Dickey and Minh Tran to Applicants' representative, Chien 
Yuan. The personal interview was conducted on October 13, 2004. 

Claims 1-3 and 10-14 are pending in the above-identified application. Claims 4-9 are 
canceled without prejudice or disclaimer; claim 1 is amended; and new claims 10-14 are 
added by the present amendment. Applicants respectfully submit that support for amended 
claim 1 and new claims 10-14 is self-evident from Applicants' originally filed disclosure, 
including the figures and claims. Thus, no new subject matter is introduced by the foregoing 
amendment. 

The Office Action objects to the Title of the Invention. Further, claims 1, 2, and 4 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by Park et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
4,477,310; hereinafter " Park "). The Office Action also rejected claims 1, 3, and 4 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by Kurihara et al. (U.S. Patent AppUcation Pubhcation No. 
2002/0084484; hereinafter "Kurihara"). 

Regarding the objection to the Title of the Invention, the foregoing amendment 
amends the Title to read: SEMICONDUCTOR DEVICE INCLUDING A 
PREDETERMINED FILM FORMED AT A BORDER BETWEEN DIELECTRIC FILMS. 
Applicants respectfully submit that the amended Title is indicative of the aspects of the 
invention to which the claims are directed. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the objection to the Title of the Invention. 

Regarding the prior art rejection of independent claim 1, Apphcants respectfully 
submit that amended claim 1 patentably defines over both Park and Kurihara . For example, 
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amended claim 1 recites, among other features, "a predetermined film made of a 
polycrystalline material. . . at least a surface of said predetermined film being oxidized." 
Referring to the non-limiting example shown in Applicants' Figure 1, a polycrystalline film 5 
including a silicon oxide film 6 is positioned at a border between a silicon oxide film 2 and a 
gate dielectric film 3.^ 

Neither Park nor Kurihara teaches each and every feature of amended claim 1, 
including the recited "predetermined film" feature. For example. Park depicts an integrated 
circuit including silicon oxide layers 62 formed over oxide layers 44 and 46 on a substrate 
10.^ As correctly acknowledged on page 4 of the Office Action, each silicon oxide layer 62 
is made of an "amorphous material" and is "entirely oxidized." Therefore, none of the silicon 
oxide layers 62 of Park are "made of a polycrystalline material," as recited in amended claim 
1. Thus, Park fails to disclose the recited feature of "a predetermined film made of a 
polycrystalline material" with "at least a surface of said predetermined film being oxidized." 
As Park does not teach each and every feature of amended claim 1, Park fails to anticipate 
amended claim 1. 

Further, Kurihara is directed to a nonvolatile semiconductor memory including silicon 
nitride films 4, silicon oxide films 5, and a silicon oxide film 1? The silicon nitride films 4 
and the silicon oxide films 5 are separated by the silicon oxide film 1^ Also as correctly 
acknowledged on page 4 of the Office Action, the silicon oxide film 7 is "entirely oxidized" 
and made of an "amorphous material." Therefore, the silicon oxide film 7 of Kurihara is not 
"made of a polycrystalline material," as recited in amended claim 1. Thus, Kurihara also fails 
to disclose the recited feature of "a predetermined film made of a polycrystalline material" 
with "at least a surface of said predetermined film being oxidized." As Kurihara does not 

* See Applicants' specification at page 5, lines 8-24. 
^ See Park at Figure IP; and at coL 7, lines 44-54. 
^ See Kurihara at Figure 4A and at paragraphs 0041 and 0049: 
See id, 
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teach each and every feature of amended claim 1, Kurihara fails to anticipate amended claim 
1. 

Thus, for at least the reasons discussed above, amended claim 1 patentably defines 
over both Park and Kurihara . Accordingly, Apphcants respectfully request reconsideration 
and withdrawal of the rejections of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). Fvirther, claims 2 and 3 
depend from independent claim 1 and are therefore patentable for at least the reasons 
discussed above. Moreover, there is no suggestion in the prior art to modify the teachings of 
either Park or Kurihara to arrive at the features of amended claim 1 and, therefore, it is 
respectfully submitted that the prior art also fails to render obvious the present invention. 

Further, Applicants respectfully submit that new claims 10-14 also patentably 
define over the prior art. For example, neither Park nor Kurihara discloses a 
predetermined film that "is formed on a side surface of said dielectric film and is not 
formed on a top surface of said first dielectric film," as recited in new independent 
claim 10. Further, Kurihara does not disclose a first dielectric film formed "in direct 
contact with said single crystalline substrate," as recited in new claim 10. 

Regarding new independent claim 13, Park does not teach the recited feature 
that "said predetermined film has a portion interposed between said first and second 
dielectric films at said border and in direct contact with said single crystalline 
substrate." Moreover, Kurihara does not teach a first dielectric film formed "in direct 
contact with said single crystalline substrate," as recited in new claim 13. 

Therefore, for at least the above-discussed reasons. Applicants submit that new 
claims 10 and 13, and the new claims depending from these claims, patentably define 
over Park and Kurihara. 
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Consequently, in light of the above discussion and in view of the present amendment, 

the present application is believed to be in condition for allowance and an early and favorable 

action to that effect is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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